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1. Introduction 
 
This research paper examines the potential of neighbourhood centres to 
generate and enhance social capital through their programs, activities, 
membership associations and community engagement. Social capital is a 
complex concept involving elements of norms, networks, and trust and is 
generally seen as enhancing community cohesion and the ability to attain 
common goals (outlined in more detail in Section 3). The aim of this research 
project is to describe the nature of social capital formation in terms of 
development and change in norms, networks and trust within the context of 
the operations of neighbourhood centres in three Queensland locations (i.e., 
Sherwood, Kingston/Slacks Creek, and Maleny). The study was prompted by 
surprisingly little research into how neighbourhood centres and their clients 
contribute to the development of social capital. Considering the large volume 
of research on the role of community organisations in building social capital, it 
is remarkable that perhaps the most obvious organisation with ‘social 
capitalist’ intentions has received so little attention (apart from Bullen and 
Onyx, 2005). Indeed, ostensibly, neighbourhood centres are all about social 
capital. 
 
Moreover, neighbourhood centres in general have received little research 
attention in terms of their various community roles. For example, Rooney 
(2004:154) points out, that their role in adult and community education is 
under-researched. John Rule (2005:135) shares this view and seeks to 
“remedy that situation.” Hence his research into inner-Sydney neighbourhood 
centres as ‘case studies of sites where discourses of feminism, 
multiculturalism and urban environmentalism have been activated within a 
social justice framework’. Izmir et al. (2009) also have focused their research 
on how neighbourhood centres can improve outcomes for children and 
families, and provide a stronger social infrastructure in NSW. While few in 
number these Australian studies on the social role of neighbourhood centres 
provide a crucial backdrop for the current study. 
 
Importantly, the current research paves the way to a more concrete 
understanding of how neighbourhood centres contribute to social capital. In 
addition, the research makes up the final component of a three-part research 
program undertaken as part of professional doctorate (i.e., Doctor of Social 
Science).   
 
 
2. Background  
 
American political scientist, Robert Putnam, defines social capital as “features 
of social organisation such as networks, norms and social trust that facilitate 
coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit” (Putnam, 1995:67). He 
suggests that, as a public good, social capital is based on trust, and can 
operate in virtuous or vicious social groups, and is something which increases 
with use and diminishes with disuse. Similarly, Pierre Bourdieu, French 
sociologist, anthropologist and philosopher, views social capital as “a sum of 
resources, actual or virtual” (Bourdieu, 1986: 245). Furthermore, these 
resources are said to “accrue to an individual or group by virtue of possessing 
a durable network of more or less institutionalised relationships of mutual 
acquaintance and recognition” (Bourdieu, 1986:245). For Coleman (1990), 
however, social capital is defined more by its function. It is seen “not a single 
entity but a variety of entities” (302) and with two common elements i.e., it 
consists of some aspect of social structures, while also acting to “facilitate 
certain actions of actors….within the structure” (302). 
 
Indeed, many researchers would agree that social capital has three key 
elements: norms, networks and trust. These three key elements and their 
interrelationships will be explored in this paper.  Norms are argued by Fehr 
and Fischbacher (2004:189) to have motivational power whereby a person’s 
behaviour is influenced by their perception of how other members of their 
social group behave. On the other hand, social networks form the basis for 
social structures and network ties. As Cook (2005:7) argues they “can bridge 
traditional groups and can create significant connections across isolated or 
insulated segments of society”. Finally, trust is defined in this paper as the 
expectations arising in a community that behaviour will be regular, honest and 
co-operative based on commonly shared norms. For Putnam (1993:167) trust 
is one of those features of social organisations, along with norms and 
networks, that can improve the efficiency of society by facilitating coordinated 
action. Furthermore, Putnam holds that it is not only trust that needs to be 
created to attain common goals, but also trustworthiness between network 
members.  All these three elements - norms, networks and trust - are crucial 
not just for social capital existence, but for social relations more generally. As 
Coleman (1990:137) stresses: “social capital is created when relations among 
people change to facilitate action”.  
 
In Study 2 of my three-part Professional Doctorate research program, a 
survey method was utilized to focus on employees and volunteers of 
neighbourhood centres and their role in social capital development. That 
research shows that neighbourhood centres create opportunities, through 
their programs and activities, which encourage social inclusion, networking, 
and civic action. For example, they operate as local hubs of activity which 
convene residents; volunteers; and other stakeholders, such as local 
businesses and other organisations, to identify common objectives. 
Furthermore, they help translate plans into action and to work in a supportive 
way for the betterness of all in the community. 
 
Neighbourhood centres essentially provide social, recreational and 
educational activities and programs. The latter extends over a broad range of 
areas including arts and crafts, sports, health, training, housing, as well as 
environment, social and community development. They work to build inclusive 
communities by opening their doors to everyone. Neighbourhood centres 
have been in the business of building bridges across differences for over a 
hundred years since the first settlement house was founded in London in 
1884. They also provide community services that assist families, children, 
adolescents, and older people to achieve their own well-being, and work to 
enhance the quality of life for disadvantaged community groups. Since their 
establishment over a century ago, neighbourhood centres have 
understandably adapted their roles somewhat to meet the ever changing 
needs of their environments.  
 
In Queensland, the exact number of neighbourhood centres overall is unclear 
and partly because funding is from diverse sources. Specifically, 107 funded 
neighbourhood centres currently receive annual funding of $11.4 million from 
the Department of Communities (Department of Communities, 2011). 
However, in total there could be a close to 150 neighbourhood centres in the 
state, if both funded and unfunded centres are included. In addition, many 
neighbourhood centres receive funding from other Department of 
Communities programs to provide services for homelessness accommodation 
and support, domestic and family violence response, and other support 
services for seniors, individuals, and families1. Some centres are also 
successful in attracting additional funding from other sources including local 
and Commonwealth government, philanthropic trusts, fundraising, and fee-
for-service activities (ibid). 
 
Programs and services provided usually include some of the following: 
 
• Information and referral 
• Counselling and support 
• Self-help groups/networks 
• Drop-in centres 
• Activities and courses 
• Community events 
                                                 
1 Neighbourhood Centre Initiative Review, Department of Communities (2011) 
• Local government sponsored services 
• Community development 
• Community education 
• Advocacy services 
• Support services with an emphasis on specific groups 
and the broader community 
• Development of supportive and preventative community 
networks 
• Financial counselling. 
 
However, neighbourhood centres serve additional functions. They facilitate 
volunteering within the community, the formation of local social groups and 
activities, as well as the building of formal and informal networks. In this way 
they create valuable opportunities for friendships to emerge amongst 
employees, volunteers, and community members.  Notably, The Review of 
Neighbourhood Centres Initiative (Department of Communities, 2011:6) has 
reported that Neighbourhood Centres are: 
 
 …increasingly becoming ‘multi-service hubs’ within the broader 
human service system. They actively promote community 
engagement and connectedness. Service delivery is flexible and 
culturally inclusive providing a range of community activities that best 
meet the identified needs of vulnerable individuals and families. 
 
This shift toward a more formal human service delivery role is worthy of our 
attention since it begs the question of whether such a shift has the potential to 
change the social character  of neighbourhood centres particular in relation to 
social capital.  
3.      Research questions 
 
In this paper, social capital is understood as ‘networks of social relations 
which are characterised by norms of trust and reciprocity and which lead to 
outcomes of mutual benefit’ (Stone & Hughes, 2002:1). With this premise, it is 
currently unclear how social capital is created within neighbourhood centres.  
Study 2 of my research program quantitatively showed that employees and 
volunteers of neighbourhood centres possess a high level of social capital. 
But quantifying social capital tells us little about the qualitative meanings and 
dynamics associated with participation in neighbourhood centres. To what 
extent are neighbourhood centres places for people to come together to 
collectively resolve problems and achieve outcomes of a mutual benefit? How 
do people describe their participation in neighbourhood centres? To what 
extent do they see themselves as a recipient of service or a builder of social 
capital? 
 
To explore these questions, and to further characterise social capital in 
neighbourhood centres, this research paper will focus on those undertaking 
activity programs in three neighbourhood centres in South-East Queensland. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Methodology  
 
Dudwick et al. (2006:23) claim that social capital is a complex issue that 
benefits from the coherent integration of both qualitative and quantitative 
methods. They state: ‘Researchers in the field are…encouraged to adopt the 
combination of qualitative and quantitative methods that best correspond to 
the specific nature of the issues under investigation’ (ibid). Notably, In Study 2 
of this three-part program, a quantitative method was utilised, and the focus 
of research was on employees and volunteers of neighbourhood centres. In 
the current study (Study 3), however, a qualitative method is adopted in the 
form of focus groups, and clients/participants of neighbourhood centres are 
the focus. A qualitative approach is chosen here because an understanding is 
sought of how clients/participants of these centres connect with each other 
and the community, as well as the effects of interrelationships within this 
dynamic.  
 
In addition, a qualitative method seems well suited to social capital research 
because of its potential to reveal the significance and details of the lived 
experience of community members regarding their connections with 
neighbourhood centres. Furthermore, it allows in-depth information to be 
gathered on the participants’ perceptions, insights, attitudes, and beliefs. This 
perspective on the unique value of qualitative methods is highlighted by 
Henwood and Pidgeon (1995:15) who argue that: 
 …the qualitative paradigm privileges the search for meaning and 
understanding rather than abstract universal laws … The 
gathering of non-numerical data is deemed to be desirable within 
the paradigm because it frees researchers to explore and be 
sensitive to the multiple interpretations and meanings which may 
be placed upon thought and behaviour when viewed in context 
and in their full complexity. 
 
Focus groups are also utilised here due to the exploratory nature of the 
research. In other words, this method seems particularly appropriate given 
the lack of clarity surrounding the concept of social capital and its various 
components. Indeed, it is necessary to explore the meaning and nature of 
these components from the perspective of the focus group participants (see 
Morrow, 2001). Focus groups also contribute to our broader understanding of 
the nature of participants’ relationships by providing insight on social and 
cultural aspects of their norms and networks and the occurrence of these 
norms within the neighbourhood centre and the community. Finally, focus 
groups yield a richness of dialogue that is less likely to be achieved by one-
on-one interviews.  
 
Therefore, for the purpose of this study three focus groups were established 
and interviewed in neighbourhood centres in three diverse communities. The 
communities were in South-East Queensland, namely:  
 
• Sherwood (an inner-city suburb of Brisbane ) 
• Kingston/Slacks Creek (outer-city Brisbane suburbs ) 
• Maleny (a rural township in Sunshine Coast hinterland) 
 
 
 
 
4.1   Why these three communities? 
 
Criteria for the selection of communities were: 
1. Communities must have a well-established neighbourhood centre. 
2. Communities needed to be different in terms of their geographic 
location; demographic profile; and their population structure. 
Regarding the latter, the Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas2 (SEIFA) is a 
product developed especially for assessing the welfare of Australian 
communities. In addition, the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) offers 
indexes allowing regions to be ranked in terms of their social and economic 
well-being based on factors such as employment and income.  
Specifically, the four indexes are:  
• Index of Advantage\Disadvantage 
In this index, low values indicate areas of disadvantage while high 
values indicate areas of advantage. 
 
• Index of Disadvantage 
This index focuses on low-income earners, relatively lower educational 
attainment, and high unemployment. 
 
• Index of Economic Resources 
Variables associated with economic resources are included in this index. 
These include rent paid, income by family type, mortgage payments, and 
the number of rental properties. 
 
• Index of Education and Occupation 
Education and occupation variables are the sole basis of this index. 
 
                                                 
2 Australian Bureau of Statistics 
 http://www.abs.gov.au 
This selection process enabled case studies of three very different 
communities. As Feagin et al. (1991:12) point out case studies are a suitable 
methodology “when a holistic, in-depth investigation is required.” In terms of 
social capital research, case studies help to understand the meaning and 
importance of various types of social ties, norms and networks present in the 
neighbourhood centres and communities, the levels of social support 
available, levels of community involvement, and other topics and themes that 
emerge from focus group discussions. 
 
 
4.2   Methods  
 
Three methods were utilized to collect data: 
• Focus group interviews with current clients/participants of the three 
neighbourhood centres identified earlier,  
• Semi-structured interviews with key informants (coordinators/managers 
of these three neighbourhood centres),  
• Observations by the researcher 
 
Formal invitations to participate in the focus group interviews were sent to 
neighbourhood centres and were placed on notice-boards (for copy see 
Appendix 1). From the date the invitation was placed on the notice-board to 
the focus group interview was a minimum period of three weeks. The 
researcher’s contact phone number was provided on the invitation for 
addressing any queries and to express interest in participating. Key 
information on the research project and the focus group discussion was 
provided to potential participants. Clients of the centre who agreed to 
participate signed the Consent to Participate Form at the start of the focus 
group interview (see Appendix 3 for a copy). 
 
Interviews with coordinators/managers of these centres were conducted on 
two occasions: a few weeks before the group interviews and a few days 
afterwards. Observations by the researcher occurred on several occasions at 
the centres between November 2011 and February 2012.  
The first focus group was conducted on 8 December 2011 at Kingston East 
Neighbourhood Group. The second group was run on 14 December 2011 at 
the Maleny Neighbourhood Centre.  The third group was conducted on 14 
February 2012 at the Sherwood Neighbourhood Centre. Each focus group 
ran for approximately 1.5 - 2 hours. The number of participants in each was 
as follows: 
• Kingston East Neighbourhood Group (KENG) – 10 participants 
• Maleny Neighbourhood Centre – 8 participants 
• Sherwood Neighbourhood Centre – 16 participants 
 
At one centre (KENG) childcare was available, and at all centres light 
refreshments were provided at the conclusion of interviews. At each session, 
participants had a chance to win a $50 Myer gift voucher, which was drawn at 
the end of each session during morning tea / lunch time. An offer for 
reimbursement was also made for any travel or other costs associated with 
the session, but that offer was declined by all participants.  
For focus group interviews, semi-structured, open-ended questions were 
developed as well as closed questions on demographic information about 
participants (for the list see Appendices 2A and 2B). 
Interviews with key informants also occurred on at least two occasions with 
each coordinator/manager of the participating neighbourhood centres. These 
interviews were conducted to gather information on the structure and 
processes of the centre, as well as its history and culture (Appendix 2C). In 
addition all interviews were audio-taped and later transcribed by the 
researcher. 
 
Data analysis involved open coding as per grounded theory approach 
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998:23). This method involves identifying, naming, 
sorting, and describing all material from the transcripts for the purpose of 
better understanding not just its meaning but also what is ‘behind’ key words 
and sentences utilised by the participants. More general thematic categories 
were then identified that fitted with different aspects of the social capital 
construct (e.g., networking, trust, norms, interactions with other community 
members, reciprocity, feeling of belonging to the community).  
 
 
4.3   Framework for the study  
 
From the literature, and also based on Project 1 and 2 of this three-part study, 
a framework was articulated which identified six core components of social 
capital. These are: trust, networks, norms, reciprocity, interactions with other 
community members (civic engagement) and feeling of belonging. Each of 
these components are then described and analysed in relation to the three 
focus groups interviews. Consequently, this framework provided the basis for 
elaborating the discussion themes, questions and protocols for the focus 
groups discussions and key informants interviews. In this way all core 
components of social capital were explored, analysed and discussed.    
 
5. Community profile, neighbourhood centre and sample 
characteristics  
 
From a list of established neighbourhood centres in South-East Queensland 
the following communities were selected: 
• one close to Brisbane CBD which is relatively well-off based on its 
high3 SEIFA level (i.e., Sherwood), 
• an outer suburban community of Brisbane with a low4 SEIFA index 
level, which also could be regarded as disadvantaged given its 
relatively high percentage of high-need and vulnerable residents (i.e., 
Kingston/Woodridge /Slacks Creek), 
• a rural community (i.e., Maleny5). 
Notably, these communities all have well established neighbourhood centres 
being founded between 20 and 30 years ago. For further details about them 
                                                 
3 SEIFA Index of relative socio-economic disadvantage for Sherwood in 2006 was 1,095  
 
4 SEIFA Index of relative socio-economic disadvantage for Kingston in 2006 was 852 
 
5 SEIFA Index of relative socio-economic disadvantage for Maleny in 2006 was 990 
Source:http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DetailsPage/2033.0.55.0012006?Open
Document  
 
and their neighbourhood centres (e.g., characteristics of the communities 
based on Census data)6  please refer to Appendices 5 and 6. 
 
In total, the three focus group discussions attracted 32 participants (25 
females and 7 males). The youngest participant was in age group 26-30 while 
the oldest was in the age group 71+. On average participants had lived in the 
local area for about 11 years. However, five people who attended the 
Sherwood focus group did not live in the local area at all. For all but one 
participant, English was the main language spoken at home. In addition, 
participants have been connected with their respective neighbourhood 
centres for 1 - 10+ years, but for most it was 3-5 years.  
For more details about focus group participants please see Appendix 4. 
 
 
6. Findings  
 
 
 
 6.1 Participation not clienthood   
 
Interestingly all focus group participants emphasised that they were 
participants of neighbourhood centres not clients. They even expressed 
dislike for the term ‘clients.’ Indeed, a deliberate decision to choose three very 
different communities in terms of characteristics such as population structure, 
                                                 
6 Australian Bureau of Statistics, Census 2006 data 
 http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/Data 
SEIFA levels7, geography, and income, to achieve very different focus group 
participants and discussions was proven wrong. It was remarkable how 
similar the groups were in terms of their discussion as well as their answers, 
feelings, expectations and the general atmosphere.  
For the vast majority, the reason for initially joining the centre was an interest 
in a particular program or activity. A desire to be involved in the community 
was expressed by some as a motive for joining the centre, in terms of 
participating and ‘giving something to the community.’  
 
A common sentiment expressed was a commitment to ‘give something to the 
community’. Some expressed that for them ‘community’ holds an energy. 
They talked about community as something that is ‘active’ and ‘vibrates’. That 
is another reason they saw themselves as participants not ‘clients’. It was 
stressed that ‘clients’ were people interested in receiving a service rather than 
participating in the community. 
 
 You can see many different people coming to the centre  
but you can bet they all have one thing in common –  
a genuine interest in people and community. 
 
 Female, KENG 
  
 
When we are here and together and for whatever reason and  
 doing something not just for us but for community, it is  
 then (an) active community, it is then that community is live,  
 and not static.  
 
 Female, Sherwood NC 
 
 
                                                 
7  More information about relationship between socio-economic status and social capital is 
provided on p.60-61). 
 
My wife and I used to come here together but she passed  
away three years ago. After that I stopped coming  
but a year ago or so I started to come again.  
I think this helps me to deal with the loss and it makes  
my day better and also with (more) purpose.   
 
 Male, Sherwood NC 
 
For many focus group participants this sense of contributing to community 
brought with it a sense of belonging. 
 
Participation in programs gives me a sense of belonging to the 
 community. It helps with my self-esteem as well as learning  
new things. I want to be an active community  
member and through this centre I can truly achieve that. 
 
Female, Maleny NC 
 
Participation in the centre was seen as extremely important for improving the 
quality of community life. This view was shared between many focus group 
participants in all three groups. In addition, the opportunity to meet and mix 
with other people, especially ‘different’ people, was frequently cited as a 
reason for joining the centre. From such sentiments it can be understood that 
some form of building social relations at the centre was enjoyed in its own 
right. Many had started participating in neighbourhood centres for 
companionship and expressed the benefits of this for them in terms of social 
support, both emotional and practical.  
 
Thus many found benefit in being part of a neighbourhood centre, but did not 
see this benefit as akin to ‘a service’. Such ‘benefits’ are well known aspects 
of the functional properties of a social network (Stack, 1974:37). Such support 
can cushion people from stresses associated with poverty, problems, and 
unexpected losses by providing access to resources via mutual aid, and by 
generating opportunities for sharing frustrations and problem-solving. This 
aspect of social support is also highlighted by Wellman (1979:1205) in terms 
of the value of relationships with others in our community who can help us in 
everyday matters. 
 
 
6.2 Reciprocity  
 
During the group discussions it was obvious that another effect of 
participating at the centre was a felt sense of reciprocity. Reciprocity was not 
interpreted necessarily as involving ‘material return’ but more the return of 
acts of ‘goodwill’. Indeed, goodwill and acts of ‘kindness’ were perceived as 
being more important ways of return for one’s participation. This approach 
resonates with the observation of Bridger and Luloff (2001:468) that 
generalised reciprocity ‘may be unbalanced at any single point in time within a 
community, but it has the ability to yield successful collective action because 
opportunism can more easily be restrained.’    
  
I feel important and respected if I can share some  
information with others or provide comments about issue  
or problem. If people then want to discuss this or request more  
formal response from staff at the centre then it’s even better.  
I would think that this type of participation makes people  
more involved in community life and expectations that we  
will all contribute are very high. I feel that we understand  
each other and can help each other if needed.    
 
 Female, KENG 
 
The majority of focus group participants stressed that taking part in the 
centre’s activities and programs involved both giving and receiving. They 
pointed out that participation was not just beneficial for them, but also for the 
whole community. For example, they might organise a community event or 
gathering, or they might collectively organise actions towards addressing 
problems in the community.     
 
It is amazingly rewarding when you contribute to the  
community event and then, on the day, you see a great  
number of people coming and enjoying the day. It makes  
me somehow very proud because I know how important  
this is for the community and obviously for the people  
who came.  
 
Male, Maleny NC  
  
  
 
 
          Two years ago I was in a dire situation and I am  
single mother with two daughters and at that  
time we faced housing problem. I lost my job and  
couldn’t afford to pay for rent. Then I heard about  
this centre and I was so lucky they could offer me a  
temporary accommodation. After five, six months my  
situation has improved and I now live in a decent little  
flat which is very good for my family. Obviously I am  
not any more in that temporary accommodation but  
I’m still coming here whenever I can just to be here,  
to find information, to participate in some of programs,  
to talk to people and also to help if I can. I also do  
some volunteering (gardening) at the centre.          
  
Female, Sherwood NC 
 
The centre was also seen as important in keeping the community ‘alive’ by 
organising programs and activities for everyone and to keep them involved 
and socially active. Organising people to come together to discuss and decide 
on important local issues, providing information, helping with training and 
skills development, providing free or affordable child care, as well as helping 
those in need and providing emergency relief (e.g., housing, food, clothing) 
correspond to important role that neighbourhood centres play in the 
community. 
 
6.3 Why join? 
 
Though focus group participants all agreed on how participation was 
important and how it can yield successful outcomes for individuals and the 
community, the reasons behind joining a program or activity differed from 
centre to centre. Here diversity between the three communities played an 
interesting role. Beside the overall similarities between centres, each still had 
its own specific culture and environment. 
 
Indeed, although centres had similarities in the programs/activities they 
offered, distinctiveness between the communities and their members was 
evident.  
I joined the centre because I was interested in the “soap  
workshop”. I consider myself kind of creative person and  
this was very good opportunity to do something as a  
hobby, I suppose, and also to be with people with similar  
interest and ideas.  
 
 Female, Maleny NC 
 
Although all three centres offered programs for everyone (e.g., young/old, 
poor/not poor, male and female, employed and unemployed), differences 
clearly did exist. For example, in Maleny, assistance and support with 
Centrelink or emergency relief was not as big an issue as in KENG. 
Conversely, the craft and art programs in Sherwood and Maleny were well 
attended and played a larger role in the centre’s activities than in 
Kingston/Woodridge (KENG). Similarly, affordable occasional childcare 
provided at KENG was very important for that community, much more so than 
in the other two centres where this type of service was not offered.  
The latter no doubt was at least partly due to differences in expressed 
interest, perceived need, and the number of potential participants seeking a 
childcare service. In other words, programs and activities offered in each 
centre were likely to reflect that community’s needs and interests.  
 
 
6.4 Public space, meeting place, friendly place 
 
All focus group participants agreed that the centre played an important role as 
both a public place and a meeting place in the community. This function of 
neighbourhood centres was also evident upon entering them.  All three had a 
small reception area with a staff member or volunteer attending the counter. 
However what was noticed immediately were the bright-coloured walls, the 
posters, paintings, photos, balloons, and the display-cabinets full of art and 
craft. There also were brightly coloured papers in the shape of stars and 
hearts, flowers dominating the space, and bright holders for numerous 
pamphlets and brochures. A significant number of newsletters or papers with 
simple messages were also pinned to walls or a notice-board. The overall 
impression was a snapshot of the centre’s activities and the contributions of 
community members, which symbolised the overall values cherished at the 
centre.  
 
Although I’m coming to the centre fortnightly I always  arrive  
much earlier to read information and news and to chat with staff  
members or volunteers as well as other people from different  
groups. I like to spend at least half an hour before my group  
program starts - having tea and talking to people. This is a very 
friendly place to be in. 
 
Female, Maleny NC 
 
I like to come here because I always find some new  
information, helpful advice, interesting programs that  
would be good for me or sometimes it is just about simple  
assistance that you can get. It is all free and staff is  
really helpful. 
 
Female, KENG 
 
Beyond the reception area there were other rooms and facilities for specific 
purposes and to accommodate different programs and activities. These areas 
were also decorated to fit the nature of the program or activity.  
 
I am coming to the centre with my three year old  
son for Occasional Child Care (Playgroup) once a week.  
We, as parents, participate with our children in many  
play activities but we also always do something with  
the decoration and we also make some simple toys which  
are then used for either play or decoration on walls.  
 
Female, KENG  
 
 
At KENG the child care area was decorated for children’s activities and was 
very colourful. However, rooms at all centres were actually designed as multi-
purpose, and with the help of volunteers and group participants, could 
accommodate different activities. Furthermore, subject to conditions and 
availability, all community members were welcome to use the rooms for 
private purposes (even for wedding receptions at some centres).  
Although these three centres were similar in terms of architectural 
functionality, space available for programs and activities, reception, and 
surroundings, it was also possible to identify differences as well. For example, 
KENG was organised more as a service delivery centre whilst Maleny NC 
was more like an activity centre. Conversely, Sherwood NC was a mix of 
both. This variation across the centres could be argued to correlate with each 
community’s individual characteristics and needs.  
 
 
6.5 Linking with volunteers, staff and the centre  
 
Volunteers and staff were recognised in all focus groups as a crucial factor to 
the centre’s success. Similar to volunteers many participants said that, in 
terms of resources, they did not hesitate to provide some kind of help 
themselves (if physically capable) or to donate their time to benefit others in 
the centre and community. This volunteering (by many) was very apparent 
during times of disaster such as the recent flooding.  
 
All participants agreed a suitable building was important for the centre. Some 
agreed that their current premises were relatively good, but perhaps needed 
refurbishment or extension. However, they said they liked the overall setting 
as it provided a ‘home-like atmosphere’ as opposed to being like a corporate 
office, church, or a sporting club venue. At each centre, the venue, setting, 
and furniture were all seen as contributing to the friendly, warm environment. 
Indeed, the groups especially liked their kitchen area and the availability of 
coffee, tea, and biscuits. They said they enjoyed a ‘cuppa’ while chatting and 
greeting people.     
 
I feel connected to other people who are different than me  
either by age, race, culture or else. Very often when you see  
some newcomers entering the centre and when you see how  
they look like lost or they are just shy, you simply want to  
welcome them, to say hello and to offer coffee or tea or just  
to talk. That really makes me happy and I suppose make  
them feel welcomed and accepted.      
 
 Female, Sherwood NC 
 
The groups further expressed that the number of clients/participants coming 
to the centre was also an important factor for the centre to function. 
Interestingly they all thought the current number was ‘about right’ for their 
respective communities i.e., not too much and not too few.   
 
6.6 Community belonging, inclusion and trust  
 
Unsurprisingly, when asked to what extent they felt a part of the centre and 
their community, the typical response was ‘a lot’. However, it was interesting 
that for some participants, even though they were not living in the community, 
they still felt a part of the centre and ‘somehow’ the community as well. For 
example, five focus group participants in Sherwood Neighbourhood Centre 
said that they live elsewhere not in Sherwood but still consider Sherwood 
equally as their community.  
In terms of inclusion, it was further evident that all focus group participants felt 
included in the centre’s consultations, discussions, and the decision-making 
processes.    
 
I think many of us feel as very productive and active  
community members. We ask questions, we provide  
opinions, we discuss issues. I certainly think that I am  
included in community discussion and decision making.  
If people want to be active community members then  
this is a good place to start…. 
  
Male, Maleny NC 
 
However, it was interesting that for some focus group participants 
‘community’ actually meant ‘the centre and the people associated with it.’  
 
This centre is for me my community. Here we meet,  
here we talk, here we discuss and do things together  
(like going to our day trips by bus) and here all these  
activities are happening. Even when we discuss where  
we will be going and what will be doing next time  
you can see that people put forward different  
suggestions and some would argue more strongly  
than others. But at the end of the day it is all  
good. It makes us, I suppose, livelier.    
 
Male, Sherwood NC  
 
The centre was seen as a ‘community’ by many because it represented an 
important place for meaningful social interactions (sometimes the sole place 
for this interaction). This view of ‘community’ was perhaps understandable for 
some people with no family members close by and no computer skills (or 
desire) to make ‘virtual’ friends on social media websites. Their social 
interactions existed in friendships and relationships with their peers at the 
centre, and for them it provided a sense of community belonging. These 
relationships were not always brought about in a geographical proximity. 
Nevertheless the neighbourhood centres still provided a focal point for a 
strong sense of community connection. Therefore it is not then surprising to 
realise how participating in the community, being an active part of it and by 
making relationships all contribute to higher levels of generalised trust 
between focus groups participants. The question of trust here is closely 
connected to inclusivity of programs established in neighbourhood centres - 
which take them starting point as community members rather than ‘a chat 
group’.     
 
 
6.7 Networking and what it means  
 
In the three focus groups, participants stressed that their networking at the 
centre represented an asset while acknowledging it was more about securing 
‘simple’ things that made life a little bit ‘easier’ or ‘fuller’. For them social 
networks at the centres correlated to an available resource useful at many 
levels. What was most important for them is that they were ‘part of networks’ 
where they ‘met and interacted’ and where they had ‘norms that regulated the 
networks’ and ‘earned trust’ of its members. It was also important for them to 
acknowledge that everyone was welcome to become part of these networks. 
However, trust was emphasized just as much as networking. This is an 
important factor to consider because it has been noted that ‘participation, or 
the capability to act, is an outcome of networks based on trust and 
commonalities’ (Gittell et al., 2000:128).  
 
For many interviewees, their participation in the centre did not serve to 
improve their material conditions or social status (either directly or indirectly). 
Rather their involvement with the centre took an active role in collective action 
to discuss and decide community issues close to their living environment.    
 
The majority of participants also pointed out that the large variety of programs 
and activities made neighbourhood centres very different from other 
organisations such as sporting clubs, libraries, cooperatives, political parties, 
church organisations, and industry associations. In particular, it was claimed 
that programs and activities of the centre did not bring social stigma, 
antagonism, or distrust. Furthermore, there were no ‘predispositions’ or ‘pre-
requirements’ attached to participating and no-one required or received 
‘special treatment’ or ‘exceptional status’. In sum, networking was open to all. 
The role of neighbourhood centres was viewed primarily as keeping the whole 
community mobilised, informed, and engaged. In addition, the centre provided 
a venue where people met and participated in programs, and discussed 
relevant community matters.  
 
 
I feel very happy here. This is a great place to meet different  
people, spend some quality time and enjoy every moment.  
Staff is very friendly and helpful. People look out for each  
other and it was especially evident during the 2011 Brisbane  
floods. Many years ago I came here because of a need but  
now there is no need and I’m still coming and will continue  
to do so. 
  
Male, Sherwood NC 
 
 
 
 
 
This is a good place to find many useful information.  
For example where I can find what government offers or what  
I am entitled to claim? I have no computer skills and can’t  
call each government department just to find out what’s new.  
TV and newspaper are not enough.    
   
Female, KENG 
These comments and the following ones were also typical for many focus 
group participants, especially the elderly.  
  
When I joined the SEALS8 (Seniors Enjoying Active Life  
Styles) group I was so excited and happy that it soon became  
central point of my social interaction and networking. I enjoy  
the program and like to be with people and to discuss different  
things. Some would say we are old grumpy men but we  
don’t care about it and we are happy to accept who ever  
want to join.  
   
Male, Sherwood NC 
 
These and similar comments and discussions with participants of all three 
focus groups actually point to another aspect of networks that they create - 
duality. Namely, almost all focus group participants are part of not just one 
group / network but two or even more. From that position it is obvious that 
they are not ‘insiders’ of just one network but they are ‘links’ between two or 
more networks.  
On the other hand, due to funding and other links to government, the centre 
was also viewed as providing ‘a go-between’ (i.e., between the community 
and the government). Furthermore, this role was viewed as being managed 
without favouring any particular interest group within the community.  
                                                 
8 SEALS is a program organised by Sherwood NC. It is not a service such as Child Care, 
Supported Housing, or Counselling. 
All participants noted an ‘enormous’ contribution of the centre to the 
community because of the variety of programs, support services, and 
activities offered. Furthermore all people were welcomed and no individual or 
group was seen as being excluded from the centre (except for those showing 
drunk/violent/disorderly behaviour). 
 
 
7. Discussion 
 
Local organisations serve a variety of functions in communities beyond 
increasing opportunities for effective socialisation. As Roman and Moore 
(2004:15) stress, ‘they directly provide financial, human, political and social 
resources to the community. They also provide opportunities for individuals to 
share information and act collectively to respond to problems’. This is more 
than evident with the three neighbourhood centres studied and how clients 
and participants of each centre feel. They feel the centre provides not just a 
venue but also an environment for people to discuss issues, socialise, share 
information, find information, and learn. Essentially, the main thread is about 
‘group power’ and feeling empowered to act. All this can lead to a making a 
point or stance in the community, which in turn can make local problems more 
visible (e.g., residents of Maleny fought against the decision to build a 
Woolworths supermarket in the area. Their dissent was a widely-reported 
leading headline and also the subject of research by Edwards and Onyx9).  
                                                 
9 Edwards, M., and Onyx, J., (2007), ‘Social Capital and Sustainability in a Community under 
Threat’, Local Environment: The International Journal of Justice and Sustainability, 12:1, 17-
30. 
 
According to many focus group participants, a sense of community-belonging 
and solidarity results from collective experiences in the community and are 
very important factors to nurture. For them place attachment is particularly 
paramount as it reinforces this sense of belonging to the community. Although 
Putnam (1993:46) mentions a sense of belonging to the community in his 
definition of social capital, he neglects to explain or integrate this concept into 
his overall theory. Yet other researchers (e.g., Schaefer-McDaniel, 2004:143) 
argue that our interactions are significantly influenced by our sense of 
belonging in any given environment, and that people are happier and more 
comfortable where they feel at home and have more positive interactions.  
On that point, Nahapit and Ghoshal (1998:252) suggest that a ‘shared 
cognitive dimension serves as a resource and provides shared 
representations, interpretation, and systems of meaning among parties’. This 
view supports the concept of social capital in that people are seen as working 
together towards exchanging ideas, understanding each other better, and 
interacting with each other more effectively. This social relationship can then 
facilitate joint community action as seen in the Maleny campaign against 
Woolworths. Indeed, it is evident that while many research participants 
considered their own interests in joining the centre they also saw this action 
as fulfilling their duties to the community. 
 
In the neighbourhood context, participation means involvement, contacts, and 
action. Many researchers (e.g., Woolcock and Narayan, 2000:231) recognise 
that ties within the community effectively bond social capital and give 
residents a sense of identity and common purpose. Yet the diversity of 
programs offered at the centres, and of focus groups participants themselves, 
indicate how bridging social capital operates here. In such situations, 
Eriksson et al. (2010:2) point out that, ‘the bonds between the members are 
rather weak, but the networks are characterised by solidarity and mutual 
respect for different social positions within society’.    
  
Indeed, it is clear that the three neighbourhood centres have established 
many groups, programs, and activities that use social capital as a tool to build 
cooperation, support, and mutual aid. However, this tool is used without 
awareness of the social capital concept or its elements, or the effects of social 
networks, trust, and shared norms on civic action.    
 
Coleman (1988:102) has suggested that closed networks are more likely to 
facilitate norms and trustworthiness. Although, as discussed earlier, networks 
created and established in neighbourhood centres are not fully ‘closed 
networks’ it is evident that they also facilitate trustworthiness and norms 
concerned with community belonging. For trust to persevere a normative 
structure has to be present. The normative structure, apparent in the three 
centres, can be described as a collection of both ‘defined’ and ‘undefined’ 
rules set by people themselves, the board, the management, etc. and also 
these norms can be seen as features that regulate relationship and 
attachment to certain group in the centre. This type of norm helps in the 
formation of social networks; as well as encouraging repeated interactions, 
trust and therefore social-capital. 
 
 Furthermore, managers of the three neighbourhood centres stress that the 
centres are ‘hubs of the community with local and developmental focuses’. 
They view their ‘integrated service delivery approach’ as being important and 
a key aspect in improving the quality and responsiveness of services to 
community members. What does this mean? They explain that if someone 
needs crisis accommodation that person will also need (or benefit) from other 
programs and services at the centre, such as a budgeting course, help with 
Centrelink, the children’ playgroup, or counselling. This means the client does 
not need to ‘open dozens of doors’ to access these programs. In addition, 
many such clients will over time become accustomed to the centre and its 
programs and its people, and even when the crisis is over they will continue 
coming, but for different reasons. This process is seen as one way ‘clients’ 
become ‘participants.’      
Focus group members further stress that they function as part of a group or 
program and not, as many outsiders might think, as individual receivers of 
services. That is an important distinction. For them, activities and programs 
they are involved in are organised as a group activity. Therefore, in this sense 
they can be seen to exhibit ‘group social capital’. Group social capital is a 
metaconstruct which Hongseok Oh et al. (2006:572) define as ‘the set of 
resources made available to a group through group members’ social 
relationships within the social structure of the group itself, as well as in the 
broader formal and informal structure of the organisation’. 
 
Several aspects of this definition apply across the various groups at each 
centre. Firstly, any group formed at a centre has a social structure that could 
be seen both as a whole entity and as a sum of its members. Group members 
almost always are heterogeneous in terms of their position in the vertical 
hierarchy, or in the horizontal division of labour (ibid). Relationships also 
stretch across hierarchical levels within groups, as well as outside them, while 
formal and informal relationships interplay across and between all these 
levels, including the level of the centre itself at the top. The groups show all of 
these relationships, and hence they exhibit group social capital and are able 
to maximise its resources. Secondly, a resource of group social capital is 
mutual trust, which as noted prior is highly evident between focus group 
members. 
 
Discussions at Kingston East Neighbourhood Centre (with focus group 
members, the Manager, and other staff) reveal that a large number of people 
from this highly disadvantaged community are engaged with the centre. It is 
just not the case of ‘few people doing a lot’ but a significant number of people 
from Kingston and the surrounding area who are regularly involved in the 
centre’s day-to-day activities. This means that, for many disadvantaged 
people, the centre provides the only real avenue to participate in formal 
situations, as without it, community participation for them would be negligible. 
Indeed, through their neighbourhood centre, these people find an avenue to 
participate in community agendas and projects and to be part of formal 
decision-making processes. As mentioned earlier, this scenario engenders a 
strong feeling of community.  
Bartkowski (2003:193) notably stresses that this feeling of community in turn 
is ‘a very important motivation for people to become active’. This social 
activity and engagement also reinforces trust, which as noted prior, is at a 
very high level between participants of all focus groups. Putnam (1995:66) 
further argues that the theory of social capital presumes that, ‘generally 
speaking, the more we connect with other people, the more we trust them, 
and vice versa.’ Similarly, Marshall (2001:232) reports that community 
involvement is positively related to enhanced feelings of trust. 
 
For focus group participants their neighbourhood centre is a very important 
factor influencing and promoting their community participation. When asked 
whether this is due to the Managers of the centre being seen as ‘charismatic 
community leaders’, they did not think so. They said it is more the case that 
the nature of neighbourhood centres is such that participation is ‘everyone’s 
business’. No-one in the three focus groups agreed that having ‘charismatic 
leaders’ in the centre was important for its functioning. They agree that 
Managers and the Board do a good job however, but their role is seen as 
being more about managing rather than leading. Perhaps the reason why 
there is no perceived need for charismatic leaders is that neighbourhood 
centres are essentially collaborative organisations that facilitate support and 
help, and where members mutually benefit from activities. Participants are 
further aware that when current staff, volunteers, and clients eventually leave 
the centre, it will still continue on and with the same focus of people and 
community development. 
 
Many focus group participants cite examples of people who seek services at 
the centre, and upon receiving it, are given opportunities for training or 
volunteer work, which at times led to employment in the centre. This process 
is no doubt related to neighbourhood centres maintaining a culture of 
participation, reciprocity, and inclusiveness. This culture, as Fabricant and 
Fisher (2002:201) point out, means the centre is more likely to ‘espouse 
values and practices that promote communal relationships’.  
 
Richard and Heard (2005:25) argue that ‘many non-profit organisations have 
the ability to actively engage communities and to influence governments to 
take action’. This was highly evident in discussions with the participants of all 
three centres. Almost all of them list the ability of the centre to mobilise their 
community as one of most important roles of neighbourhood centres, 
especially in times of urgency, disaster or other significant community events. 
Neighbourhood centres thus can be seen to adopt a dual approach as their 
philosophy in that they integrate community development activities with their 
service and program delivery.  
Community development characterises a form of mutual aid and social 
participation. It has ‘the potential to build social capital through establishing 
social networks, counteracting the fragmentation of contemporary society by 
bringing together different people and different interests to achieve a common 
purpose’ (Halpern, 2005:2). Bringing them together for collective action may 
then produce other outcomes such as a heightened sense of community, or 
more effective socialisation of people.  
Organising people, as Chaskin et al. (2001:93) state, may ‘enhance social 
capital of individuals by increasing and strengthening relations among 
neighbours and by developing trust and recognition of mutual interests’. 
Notably, neighbourhood centres play that role very well and focus group 
members all agree that their centre is crucial in organising people in the 
community. Furthermore, the variety of programs and activities provided by 
the centre also helps in developing and maintaining social relationships 
between participants as is evident in our case studies. Social relationships 
are a very important element of social capital, and indeed for some authors it 
is the only element of any real note (e.g., Yang10 stresses that “only features 
of social relations should be taken as social capital”).     
So how can social capital formation then be defined? In particular, is it an 
individual property, a collective asset, or both?  For many researchers (e.g., 
Newton 2001:211), social capital by definition is a collective rather than an 
individual property. It is argued that because social relations require two or 
more individuals, how could social capital possibly be an individual property? 
However, other authors argue that social capital is an individual asset as it 
consists of a person’s relationships to available social resources. It is claimed 
that social capital should not only be seen as an individual asset - it should be 
explicitly studied as such (e.g.,Yang, 2001:25). Yet a third group of theorists 
claim social capital can be viewed as a characteristic of both the community 
                                                 
10 Keming Yang, University of Reading, UK, acknowledge that current studies usually identify three 
things as social capital, which overlap on top of each other: group membership, features of the 
relationship, and resources under the control of the group. He argues that only features of social 
relations should be taken as social capital. This is because group membership hardly qualifies, 
because although it may have the potential of expanding each member’s social ties, benefits from 
the membership are by-products, which are dependent on features of social relations and hardly 
predictable simply based on membership alone. Resources controlled by the group are not social 
capital because sometimes there are no resources or it is impossible to identify them. 
 
and the individual. This view is also in line with Putnam’s definition of social 
capital cited at the start of this report. He acknowledges that ‘social capital 
has both an individual and a collective aspect – a private face and a public 
face’ (2000:19). 
However, during the course of this research it became evident that social 
capital actually has three assets: individual, organisational and community. 
Furthermore, in keeping with Putnam and others who say that social capital 
has characteristics pertaining to both an individual and a community, the 
organisational asset of social capital should be added in equal terms.  If it is 
acknowledged that social capital refers to the assets inherent in relationships 
then these assets are best seen as having the potential to benefit not just 
individuals and the wider community, but the organisation as well. Social 
capital within organisations, as Pennings and Lee (1998:3) stressed, 
constitutes a distinctly collective property that might be mediated by 
individuals, yet is uniquely organisational.  This is correct because a big part 
of organisational social capital exists by virtue of the individuals whose 
relationships span organisational boundaries. Overall, neighbourhood centres 
are certainly a type of organisation where relationships are created, nurtured 
and cherished. Even they may not articulate their purpose in social capital 
terms, it is clear that neighbourhood centres nurture healthy and positive 
relationships among all members of the centre and broader community as 
well. Many authors highlight the paradox of individualism and connectedness. 
Block (2000:xvi), for example, points out that many organisations continue to 
have structures and processes that overemphasize individualism, either 
overtly or covertly. “It is one thing to organise people into a team to do their 
work; it is quite another to have them develop and maintain authentic and 
effective relationships” (ibid). It is not than surprising that some authors (for 
example Leana and van Buren, 1999:542) also think that organisational social 
capital therefore exhibits another component: Associability. They define 
associability as the willingness and ability of participants in an organisation to 
subordinate individual goals and associated actions to collective goals and 
actions. Therefore, it is quite clear, for me, that neighbourhood centres’ 
participants not just demonstrate associability but they also “create” 
neighbourhood centres as a community in the community which is connected 
inside and outside by engaging people inside and outside and keeping them 
engaged.  
Their work focuses on strengthening people, networks, and communities, but 
they also build social relationships and norms i.e., social capital. Such created 
social capital then becomes jointly “owned” by the centre and its people.   
 
 
 
8. Conclusion 
 
Indicators of social capital, including positive feelings about the community, 
were not significantly different across the three focus groups and their 
respective communities. Of course these three case studies do not allow us 
to make definitive conclusions regarding the level of social capital in other 
neighbourhood centres in Queensland, but with these limitations in mind it is 
possible to conclude that people involved in their neighbourhood centres 
(including volunteers and employees) exhibit a significantly high level of social 
capital.   
 
A supportive environment, social network, and civic engagement are keys in 
helping individuals to feel a sense of attachment to a community. As 
Rothenbuhler (1991:69) stresses, this ‘sense of belonging to a community 
and the consequent relationships formed may affect an individual’s 
participation in community events’. This is exactly how participants described 
their attachment to the centre and the community, and how they feel about 
participating in programs and community events. When involved collectively 
with the centre they gain a stronger voice and feel empowered. Furthermore, 
as Chaskin et al. (2001:23) argue, these centres provide a ‘vehicle for long-
term sustainability of community efforts as individuals come and go. They 
have the capacity to access systems, resources and opportunities that exist 
within and outside the community and provide practical support to individuals 
and groups involved’.  
 
While neighbourhood centres should not be classified as sui generis in terms 
of social capital development, the three neighbourhood centres studied 
evidently have a strong capacity to foster social participation and networks, to 
problem-solve, and to play significant role in community development. This is 
because participants see the centres successful in balancing individual with 
collective needs and opportunities. All in all, this is another reason why it is 
difficult to categorise neighbourhood centres as either Gemeinschaft or 
Gesellschaft. Somehow they are either a mix of both or lie somewhere 
between. For example, managers of the three centres stress that community 
development is not just about another service or program the centre designs 
and delivers to community members, it is a way of working collaboratively 
with community members.  
 
Neighbourhood centres further constitute a setting where bonding and 
bridging of social capital takes place. Bonding of social capital is evident in 
the formation and consolidation of many different group activities within the 
centres. The group members develop close ties to each other through the 
process of being together, working together, and by establishing norms and 
creating trust. Similarly, a bridging social capital is dependent upon people 
and ‘operates at the points of connection among different networks’ (Chaskin 
et al., 2001:21). In this respect, the clear linkages developed between 
individuals and among different groups at the centres effectively serve the 
process of community development. In addition, many participants note that 
via the centre they increased their contact with people from various 
backgrounds, including different ethnicity.      
Since their establishment, the centres have provided comfort, fellowships, 
resources, news, and information. This function is pronounced during periods 
of natural disasters such as the recent floods11, and is recognised by many 
people – not just clients and volunteers – but the broader community as well. 
                                                 
11 This was particularly highlighted in the research project commissioned in 2011 by a group 
of Brisbane-based community and neighbourhood centres to analyse the role of these 
centres responding to local needs and issues including Brisbane’s flood crisis. The paper, 
“Strengthening People and Places: The role and value of community and neighbourhood 
centres” was published by West End Community House on behalf of Benarrawa Community 
Development Association, Sherwood Neighbourhood Centre, Acacia Ridge Community 
Support Inc, Yeronga Flood Recovery Centre, Communify and New Farm Neighbourhood 
Centre. The paper claims that the centres demonstrated their considerable capacity to be 
flexible and innovative, and to leverage resources through substantial existing relationships 
across government, business and the community. 
These centres are also highly regarded for helping people find information 
essential for civic participation. 
Neighbourhood centres historically provide programs and services that bring 
citizens together and break down barriers of age, language, and culture. They 
also help create networks and a culture of engagement, support, and social 
inclusion. Traditionally they are places of trustworthiness.  
Trust, which appears at very high levels between focus group participants, 
stems from the importance of equality. For example, Eric Uslaner finds the 
‘most important factor decreasing trust is inequality’ (Uslaner 2006:2). Being a 
universalistic institution that is open to everybody (not just to the poor, old or 
disadvantaged as some may perceive) neighbourhood centres create equality 
by ‘building bridges across diversities’ (ibid).  It also appears that participants 
do not see the centre as a ‘meeting place’ but an ‘activity place’ where 
conversations occur between people ‘known to each other’ as well as 
‘strangers’. It is a place where they have a multi-purpose role: a participant in 
a program, a community member, an activist, a volunteer, a neighbour and a 
citizen.  
Interconnected systems of teams and groups in these neighbourhood centres 
serve, between other things, to provide assistance for activities by those 
groups (and people) in the interest of not just participants but towards a broad 
common vision. Obviously, different groups have different activities and 
programs but they are all connected by this common vision. 
 
It is evident that the three centres studied demonstrate a noticeable 
organisational culture that allows for the development of social capital. 
Neighbourhood centres participants adhere to many different norms such as 
relationship development, flexibility, inclusion, equality, respect for the 
community, respect for the people, reciprocity etc. and these norms, which 
are recognised as a key motivational source of social capital, build trust. 
Together with openness, flexibility and information sharing these all contribute 
to the building of social capital. Higher levels of social capital lead then to 
even higher level of generalised and interpersonal trust, stronger and bigger 
networks and the cycle continues.  Such formed networks serve to connect 
various groups, people and the community with the centre acting as a vital 
enabler. Social capital is therefore apparent. 
 
All this (norms, networks and trust) bind communities and, as Adler and Kwon 
(2002:35) stressed: “transforms individuals from self-seeking and egocentric 
agents with little sense of obligation to others into members of a community 
with shared interests, a common identity, and a commitment to the common 
good”.  
 
However, given the limitations of this research design, caution is needed 
about having a romanticized view of neighbourhood centres and their ability 
to build social capital. However, from this three-part research series these 
three neighbourhood centres can be seen to effectively help members to be 
socially active, as well as acting to create networks and relationships of trust, 
equality and inclusiveness. This, in turn, creates social capital.  
By attracting diverse people and creating an environment of equality, 
inclusiveness and fairness, neighbourhood centres contribute in the creation 
of generalised trust. So together with creating and supporting the creation of 
networks, relationships and norms, they facilitate the building of social capital 
in practice.   
Yet more research is needed to determine if participants, including volunteers 
and employees of neighbourhood centres, already exhibit a higher level of 
social capital. That is, it is not known whether participants rated high on social 
capital before they became engaged with a neighbourhood centre or whether 
they developed that level gradually over time in the centre and in connecting 
with others there.  
However, it must be noted that the current environment in which 
neighbourhood centres operate presents significant challenges. 
Achievements, outcomes and roles of neighbourhood centres, as many other 
not-for-profit organisations, cannot be immediately seen and even 
recognised. Government agencies which fund fully or partially these 
organisations (with ever-present budget restraints)   increasingly focus on 
“value for money”, “performance indicators and measurement”, 
“accountability”, “compliance”, etc. For government funding bodies there are 
imperatives to focus on service delivery provision rather than broader 
programs which value community connectedness. For neighbourhood centres 
too much focus on service delivery provision (economic) may diminish their 
other roles in developing relationships, social inclusion and participation. As 
mentioned before people connected to neighbourhood centres do not see 
themselves as clients but rather participants, therefore they are not just 
‘consumers’ of services but contributors and active players in building social 
relationships, community connections and inclusiveness.     
 
It seems apt to finish with a comment by Woolcock et al. (2003:23):  
“Social capital does just not exist in the minds of those who end up 
writing about it; whatever the value placed on precisely defining the 
concept, social capital is widely acknowledged as an important 
component of community building whether it be seen as a cause 
and/or effect of such efforts”.        
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PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
Information for Prospective Participants 
The following research activity has been reviewed via QUT arrangements for the conduct of research involving human participation. 
If you choose to participate, you will be provided with more detailed participant information, including who you can contact if you have any concerns. 
Neighbourhood Centres and Social Capital 
 
Research Team Contacts 
Principal Researcher: Milan Crnic, doctoral student 
  
What is the purpose of the research? 
The purpose of this research is to describe the nature of social capital formation within the context of the operations of 
Neighbourhood / Community Centres. The research methodology utilises focus groups to discuss with clients, volunteers, and 
paid workers the nature of their interactions with the neighbourhood centre. We would like to know your thoughts about what 
role the neighbourhood centre has in your local community. 
 
Are you looking for people like me? 
The research team is looking for people who participate in any activity or program in this centre and who would like to share 
their thoughts, experiences and ideas about this community and this centre. 
 
What will you ask me to do? 
Your participation will involve participating in small discussion group for about 90 minutes. 
 
Are there any risks for me in taking part? 
The research team does not believe there are any risks beyond normal day-to-day living associated with your participation in this 
research. 
It should be noted that if you do agree to participate, you can withdraw from participation at any time during the project without 
comment or penalty.  
 
Are there any benefits for me in taking part? 
It is expected that this project will not benefit you directly.  However, it may benefit both Neighbourhood Centres and the broader 
community to better understand their role in social capital building. 
Will I be compensated for my time? 
We would very much appreciate your participation in this research. 
To recognise your contribution, should you choose to participate, the research team is offering participants reimbursement of 
any travel costs incurred by attending the focus group as well as the chance to win $50 Myer gift  voucher. 
 
I am interested – what should I do next? 
If you have any questions or would like to participate in this study, please contact  Margaret Smith, centre manager, or the 
research student Milan Crnic on mobile telephone number 0403 491 816, for details of the next step. 
You will be provided with further information to ensure that your decision and consent to participate is fully informed. 
 
Thank You! QUT Ethics Approval Number: 1100001423 
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Focus Group Questions 
 
 Three Neighbourhood Centres – three focus groups  
1. Sherwood Neighbourhood Centre (Sherwood) 
2. Kingston East Neighbourhood Group (Slacks Creek / Kingston) 
3. Maleny Neighbourhood Centre (Maleny) 
 
 
 
Interview Structure 
 
 
 
 Welcoming statement  
 
 Demographic and general questions 
 
 Ice breaker  
To briefly introduce themselves (first name only)  
 
 
 Discussion questions  
• What attracts you to the neighbourhood centre? 
• What do you think is the role of this centre in the 
community? 
• How important is it to have this centre in the community? 
o Prompt: Why?  
• How does this centre contribute to local community? 
• What does it mean for the community to have this 
centre? 
• To what extent do you feel as part of this centre? 
• What do you think about this community? 
o Prompt: Is it a trusting community? 
o Prompt: Is it a safe place to live? 
o Prompt: Is this centre a safe place to go? 
• Do you feel connected with the community? 
o Prompt: Do people help one another? 
o Prompt: Do you see any divisions?  
o Prompt: Would some people or groups feel 
excluded? 
• What have you gained from your involvement in this 
neighbourhood centre? 
 
 Closing statement 
 To thank participants for their time and contribution 
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Demographic and general questions 
 
Please tick the appropriate box: 
Male 
Female 
 
Age group: 
            
20 or 
less 
21-
25 
26-
30 
31-
35 
36-
40 
41-
45 
46-
50 
51-
55 
56-
60 
61-
65 
66-
70 
71+ 
 
How long have you lived in the local area?  
________ years 
 
How long have you had a connection with the centre? 
      
1 year or less 1-3 years 3-5 years 5-7 years 7-10 years 10+ years 
 
Your employment status? 
      
Unemployed 
(looking for 
work) 
part time 
employee 
full time 
employee 
casual  
employee 
pensioner home 
duties 
 
Language spoken at home: 
________________________________________ 
 
 
What programs or activities are you involved in? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How often do you come to the neighbourhood centre? 
      
daily 3-5 times a week once a week fortnightly monthly just few times a year 
      
  
Appendix 2B 
Appendix 2C 
 
 
 
Questions for key informants – Coordinators / Managers of 
Neighbourhood Centres 
 
 
 
 
o Could you please tell me something about your centre’s history, culture 
and values?  
 
o Does your centre foster open, free‑flowing communication or is 
communication formal and business‑like? 
 
o I am aware that you have here many different groups, teams and/or 
units. How do these groups make decisions? Are there any issues that 
people raise constantly? 
 
o Whose interests are considered in decision‑making? 
 
o What happens when someone new joins the group, the committee, the 
team? 
 
o Do you consider your centre a community? Why? 
 
o How would you describe your personal communication style? And your 
personal problem‑solving style? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
 
CONSENT FORM FOR QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 
– Focus group – 
Neighbourhood / Community Centres and Social Capital 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1100001423 
RESEARCH TEAM CONTACTS 
Milan Crnic, doctoral student  
(Doctor of Social Science) 
Dr Mark Brough, Director of Research 
Social Work and Human Services  
Faculty of Health 
Queensland University of Technology 
 
Faculty of Health 
Queensland University of Technology 
0403 491 816  
m2crnic@student.qut.edu.au 
3138 4664   
m.brough@qut.edu.au 
STATEMENT OF CONSENT 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
• have read and understood the information document regarding this project 
• have had any questions answered to your satisfaction 
• understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the research 
team 
• understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty 
• understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Unit on 3138 5123 or email 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of the project 
• understand that the project will include audio recording 
• understand that non-identifiable data collected in this project may be used as 
comparative data in future projects 
• agree to participate in the project 
Name  
Signature  
Date   
 
MEDIA RELEASE PROMOTIONS 
From time to time, we may like to promote our research to the general public through, for 
example, newspaper articles.  Would you be willing to be contacted by QUT Media and 
Communications for possible inclusion in such stories?  By ticking this box, it only means you 
are choosing to be contacted – you can still decide at the time not to be involved in any 
promotions. 
 Yes, you may contact me about inclusion in promotions 
 No, I do not wish to be contacted about inclusion in promotions 
Please return this sheet to the investigator. 
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Participants’ profile 
 
Kingston East NC  
There were ten participants in focus group discussion – nine females and one 
male. The age groups of participants were: 
One participant in age group 31-35, five participants in age group 36-40, and 
one participant in each of the following age groups: 41-45, 51-55, 61-65 and 
71+. No one was in age groups 46-50 and 66-70. They lived in local area 
form 2 to 32 years (average 11 years). Connections with the centre were from 
one to 10+ years but for majority it was between 3 and 5 years. For all of 
them English was language spoken at home. They were involved in very 
different programs and activities and majority of them were involved between 
2 and 4 programs/activities. Two participants were involved in just one 
program and one participant mentioned “many” programs. Eight participants 
said that they are coming to the centre between 3 and 5 times per week and 
two of them once a week. Two participants were part-time employees, one 
casual employee, one full-time employee, four with home duties and two were 
pensioners.   
 
 
Maleny NC  
In Maleny there were eight participants in focus group discussion – seven 
females and one male. The age groups of participants were: 
One participant in age group 51-55, one participant in age group 56-60, five 
participants in age group 61-65, and one in age group 71+. They lived in 
Maleny area form 4 to 27 years (average near 11 years). Connections with 
the centre were from 1 to 7 years but for majority it was between 3 and 5 
years. For one participant German and English were languages spoken at 
home and for all others that was English. They were also involved in very 
different programs and activities and majority of them were involved between 
2 and 4 programs/activities and two participants were involved in “many” 
programs. Two of them said that they are coming to the centre few times per 
week, one is coming weekly, one fortnightly, one monthly and three of them 
just few times per year.  Three of them were pensioners, one unemployed, 
two self-employees, one casual employee and one with home duties.  
 
 
Sherwood NC 
In Sherwood there were sixteen participants in focus group discussion – 
eleven females and five males. The age groups of participants were: 
One participant in each of the following age groups: 26-30, 31-35, 41-45, 56-
60 and four participants in each of the following three age groups: 61-65, 66-
70 and 71+. There were no participants younger than 25 and no participants 
in the following age groups: 36-40, 46-50 and 51-55. They lived in Sherwood 
area form 1.5 to 47 years (average 12 years) but, it was interesting, five 
participants do not live in Sherwood area but they are regular participants in 
Sherwood NC programs. Connections with the centre were from 1 to 10+ 
years but for majority it was between 1 to 5 years although four participants 
have 10+ years connection with the centre. For one participant Somali was 
language spoken at home and for all others that was English. They were also 
involved in very different programs and activities and majority of them were 
involved in just one group/activity. Nine of them said that they are coming to 
the centre once a week, three are coming 2-5 times a week, one fortnightly, 
one monthly and two of them just few times per year. Four of them were 
pensioners, three with home duties, one casual employee, six were retired, 
and two full time employees.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
A comparison of selected community characteristics  
(ABS data from the 2006 Census) 
 
 Sherwood Woodridge Kingston Slacks Creek Maleny Australia 
Australian 
citizenship 89.9% 74.7% 78.8% 83.2% 87.3% 86.1% 
Persons born 
overseas 
18.2% 31.2% 26.3% 27.8% 17.0% 22.2% 
Language  
English only 
spoken at 
home 
90.2% 69.8% 75.2% 83.5% 90.2% 78.5% 
Religion   
Catholic 26.5% 18.8% 16.6% 21.4% 11.7% 25.8% 
Anglican 20.4% 15.2% 16.6% 19.0% 17.8% 18.7% 
Uniting 9.4% 4.5% 5.3% 5.8% 7.3% 5.7% 
Presbyterian 
and Reformed 3.0% 
3.3% 
(Pentecostal) 
3.6% 
(Christian) 4.3% 5.3% 3.0% 
No religion 20.4% 17.7% 19.3% 20.8% 28.4% 18.7% 
Marital status  
Married 48.5% 34.2% 38.9% 43.8% 41.1% 49.6% 
Never married 35.5% 40.8% 40.5% 35.9% 29.5% 33.2% 
Separated or 
Divorced 10.7% 19.0% 16.3% 15.9% 21.8% 11.3% 
Widowed  5.5% 6.0% 4.2% 4.3% 7.8% 5.9% 
Labour Force  
Employed 
Full-time 64.6% 59.0% 57.2% 64.0% 45.5% 60.7% 
Employed 
Part-time 28.3% 22.9% 24.5% 24.4% 43.4% 27.9% 
Unemployed 2.3% 11.8% 10.3% 5.8% 7.1% 5.2% 
Occupation  
Professionals 35.4% 6.4% 7.0% 13.3% 20.6% 19.8% 
Clerical and 
Admin workers 16.9% 13.7% 12.0% 17.3% 9.5% 15.0% 
Managers 13.6% 4.3% 5.4% 9.2% 10.3% 13.2% 
Technicians 
and Trades 9.0% 16.2% 17.2% 16.4% 15.2% 14.4% 
Sales 7.9% 8.8% 9.1% 10.8% 9.3% 9.8% 
Appendix 5 
Community 
and Personal 
Service 
Workers 
7.5% 10.4% 10.1% 8.4% 15.6% 8.8% 
Labourers 5.2% 22.3% 20.8% 12.9% 15.4% 10.5% 
Machinery 
Operators and 
Drivers 
2.9% 15.5% 15.7% 9.9% 3.2% 6.6% 
Income  
Median 
Individual      
($ weekly) 
653 371 368 499 368 466 
Median 
Household      
($ weekly) 
1,310 680 783 1,001 636 1,027 
Median Family 
income          
($ weekly) 
1,823 774 869 1,109 762 1,171 
SEIFA*  1,095 839 852 966 990  
 
* SEIFA Index of relative socio-economic disadvantage12 - A low SEIFA 
index (score) indicates that the area has a higher proportion of households 
with characteristics related to disadvantage, such as low income, low 
education, unskilled jobs, and lone person or single parent households. 
 
Does Socio Economic Status reveal the level of Social Capital? 
 
Some authors, for example Barbarin and Khomo (1997:193), argue that low 
socio economic status is linked to adverse outcomes such as high rates of 
behaviour problems, low school achievement and a host of social ills such as 
community violence, substance abuse and disintegration of family life.   
 
However, is it the same then with social capital? Does low socio economic 
status means low social capital? Or, put it differently, does social capital in an 
area (community) vary across different socio-economic groups? This question 
was also asked and assessed by Herington et al (2006:8) in their socio 
economic analysis of social inclusion and life style factors in Logan and 
Ipswich. They used a quantitative survey to collect data from a cross-section of 
suburbs from the cities of Logan and Ipswich which included identified areas of 
high, medium, low and disadvantaged socio economic groupings. 
 
When social capital was measured by socio-economic indicators in the two 
cities, they found that there was no statistically significant difference across 
the bottom three groups, that is, the disadvantaged, low and middle socio 
economic groups had fairly similar levels of social capital. It was in fact the 
                                                 
12 Australian Bureau of Statistics , 2006, Catalogue 2033.0.55.001 
Released in March 2008 
high socio-economic group that had significantly lower social capital than the 
other three groups; and this applied in both cities. So while the literature often 
expresses concern about the disadvantaged and low socio economic groups 
being excluded from the social milieu, this does not seem to be the case for 
this study. 
 
In their analysis they also questioned the extent to which disadvantaged and 
low socio economic groups are socially disadvantaged. They concluded that if 
social capital is used as the benchmark, then within the two cities studied they 
rejected the notion that these two lower socio economic groups are socially 
deprived.  
In terms of the perceptions of the residents in these  
two socio economic groups, the way they view the  
friendliness of the city, family-orientation, cultural diversity  
and safety, is not radically different from the middle  
Australia group. Perhaps surprisingly, there was very  
little if any indication that the disadvantaged and  
low socio economic groups perceive themselves  
as excluded from society (ibid).  
 
This is why we also wanted to assess if these three communities with 
different SEIFA indexes (i.e. different levels of socio economic status) 
demonstrate different levels of social capital.   
 
This research paper shows, and it was also evident in Herington et al study, 
that different socio economic status of participants did not affect their level of 
social capital and their feeling about the community. However, what makes 
them different is the ‘texture’ of social capital rather than amount. This may be 
attributed to different resources available and different environment in which 
they operate but it does not affect the ‘level’ of social capital between 
participants of these three focus groups.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Communities and Neighbourhood Centres characteristics 
 
Sherwood 
Sherwood, a residential suburb and former shire, is just 8 km south-west of 
CBD Brisbane13. The Sherwood Presbyterian church and Orange Lodge Hall 
were opened in 1875, coinciding with the Ipswich to Brisbane Railway line 
running northwards to the Albert Bridge river crossing at Chelmer (then Oxley 
Point). There was a scattering of settlements around the railway stations, 
including a school (1870) and a court house (1874) at Oxley, further south. 
The Yeerongpilly division brought local government to Sherwood and Oxley in 
1878.  
Sherwood's population was around 1,300 in 1921 and the Shire's was over 
6,600. Advancing urbanisation ran beside the formation of the Sherwood 
Agricultural, Horticultural and Industrial Society (1921). The Sherwood Forest 
Park (later an arboretum) running down to Brisbane River was laid out in 
1925, the year when Sherwood Shire was incorporated into the Greater 
Brisbane Council. The arboretum is listed on the Queensland heritage 
register, along with a Boer War memorial. Sherwood has local shops in 
Sherwood Road, several churches and a primary school. It is a mature, 
sought-after suburb with a high proportion of colonial and Queenslander 
houses. The most desirable streets are near the Brisbane River, a noted 
example being Dewar Terrace. 
                                                 
13 “Queensland Places”, University of Queensland, Centre for the Government of Queensland 
http://queenslandplaces.com.au/sherwood 
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In the 2006 Census14 (held on 8th August 2006), there were 4,763 persons 
usually resident in Sherwood: 46.8% were males and 53.2% were females. Of 
the total population in Sherwood - 0.6% were Indigenous persons, compared 
with 2.3% Indigenous persons in Australia. 18.8% of the population of 
Sherwood were children aged between 0 -14 years, and 21.8% were persons 
aged 55 years and over. The median age of persons in Sherwood was 36 
years, compared with 37 years for persons in Australia. 
 
 
Sherwood Central shops on Sherwood Road: 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
14 Australian Bureau of Statistics, Census 2006 data 
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au 
 
Sherwood Neighbourhood Centre 
 
Sherwood Neighbourhood Centre was founded by the community in 1979.  
Current building in Thallon Street was purchased in 1989. In 1994 funding 
was obtained through the Department of Communities for a Crisis 
Accommodation Program and four months later the Community Support 
Program was funded15. 
 
 
 
The centre responds to the needs of the local community through 
community development work and provision of a range of services such 
as information and referral, crisis support, and community education in order 
to facilitate and enable personal and social development.  
 
 
                                                 
15 Sherwood Neighbourhood Centre Inc 
http://www.sherwoodnc.org.au/ 
  
Free bread is always available on                   Artists working with clay 
Tuesday mornings 
 
The centre’s Mission Statement is: 
“Enhancing quality of life for all in our community especially those 
disadvantaged, by providing support and opportunities for personal and 
community growth”.   
 
A variety of group activities are held at the centre to cater to the needs of the 
community. Some of activities and programs are: 
• Community Support Services: 
o Counselling / Mediation services 
o Clinical and Consultant Psychologist  
o NILS (No Interest Loan Scheme) 
o Information, Referral, Support and Advocacy   
o Groups: 
- SEALS (Seniors Enjoying Active Life Styles) 
- 500 Club (card game) 
- Grumpy Old Men Australia (men’s discussion group) 
- Pottery groups 
- Play groups 
- Computer tuition 
- Craft market  
- Special activities  
 
• Housing Support (homelessness services - Sherwood Neighbourhood 
Centre Housing Service has 3 x 1 bedroom flats located on the 
premises of the Neighbourhood Centre and 4 houses in the local 
community. All accommodation has basic furniture and white goods) 
 
• Emergency Relief (the program is designed to help those who are 
suffering from financial hardship) 
 
• Community Network (the centre works collaboratively with a 
diverse range of organisations, either formally or informally) 
 
• GOLD Program (Sherwood Neighbourhood Centre is contracted by  
Brisbane City Council to offer the ‘Growing Old and Living 
Dangerously’ program) 
 
Other programs and activities (run privately such as: belly dance, ballet , kung 
fu, cross stitch, drama, pilates, art for people with disabilities, etc.)   
 
 
For the 2010/11 financial year the centre’s total income was around $390,000 
of which Department of Communities (Queensland Government) recurrent 
grant represents almost half of that amount ($184,000). The highlight for that 
year was that the centre received the Queensland Business Achievers Award 
(in the Non-For-Profit Organisations category). The centre employs six part-
time workers and there are around 35 volunteers engaged. As Margaret 
Smith, Manager of the centre, stressed:  
“No doubt the backbone of our centre is volunteers. Not only do 
they support us by doing a variety of jobs but they generate 
additional income by providing a range of programs. What 
wonderful dedicated people. I believe that volunteers who work at 
our centre have ownership and belief in what they are doing and 
are exceptionally skilled and loyal. Over the past 12 months, 35 
volunteers including all who have left have worked a total of 4,269 
hours.”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Slacks Creek 
Slacks Creek, suburb of Logan City, is 22 km south-east of CBD Brisbane16. 
It is named after the stream which meanders through the suburb, joining the 
Logan River a little beyond the suburb's south-east limit. During its rural 
period, which ran until the 1960s, Slacks Creek included the suburb of 
Springwood on the north-eastern side of the Pacific Highway. 
Being situated between the railway line and the Pacific Highway, Slacks 
Creek was included in the reticulated electricity grid in 1946, a sure stimulus 
for residential development in the early 1950s. A progress association was 
formed in 1955, and five years later the progress hall was opened. Catholic 
and Methodist churches were opened in the 1960s. During 1966-86 the 
census populations of Slacks Creek grew from fewer than 1,000 to over 
11,000 people. Springwood was severed from the locality in 1969. 
In the 2006 Census17 there were 11,054 persons usually resident in Slacks 
Creek: 49.1% were males and 50.9% were females. Of the total population in 
Slacks Creek 2.2% were Indigenous persons, compared with 2.3% 
Indigenous persons in Australia. 20.6% of the population of Slacks Creek 
were children aged between 0 -14 years, and 21.3% were persons aged 55 
years and over. The median age of persons in Slacks Creek was 34 years, 
compared with 37 years for persons in Australia. 
                                                 
16 “Queensland Places”, University of Queensland, Centre for the Government of Queensland 
http://queenslandplaces.com.au/slacks-creek 
 
17 Australian Bureau of Statistics, Census 2006 data 
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au 
 
Slacks Creek has State primary and secondary schools (1974, 1984). (Slacks 
Creek primary school is in Daisy Hill.) There are extensive open space 
reserves along the waterway, including sports fields (Meakin Park) and an 
environmental park. There are industrial areas along the motorway and in the 
north of Slacks Creek. 
 
 
 
Kingston 
Kingston18, suburb immediately south east of Logan Central, is around 22 km 
south-east of CBD Brisbane. It is bordering Slacks Creek, Woodridge and 
Loganlea. A state primary school opened in 1912 in Kingston and a school of 
arts opened in 1918. Kingston, situated on a railway line, had the attraction of 
lower residential land prices and relaxed subdivision standards compared 
with Brisbane City. Urbanisation spread apace, and Kingston's census 
populations went from 690 to 8,380 during 1966-76. A Catholic primary 
school (1981) and a State high school (1977) were opened. The Logan 
motorway runs along the southern border of Kingston, but the suburb is not 
itself a major traffic generator. 
In the 2006 Census19 there were 13,657 persons usually resident in Kingston: 
49.7% were males and 50.3% were females. Of the total population in 
Kingston 5.6% were Indigenous persons, compared with 2.3% Indigenous 
persons in Australia. 27.2% of the population were children aged between 0 -
14 years, and 17.0% were persons aged 55 years and over. The median age 
                                                 
18 University of Queensland, Centre for the Government of Queensland 
http://queenslandplaces.com.au/kingston 
 
19 Australian Bureau of Statistics, Census 2006 data 
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au 
 
of persons in Kingston was 29 years, compared with 37 years for persons in 
Australia. 
Woodridge  
 
Woodridge20 was developed with the assistance of the state housing 
commission, attracting a large number of migrant families.  
In the 1920s Woodridge estate was subdivided into 10 - acre farms, marketed 
as suitable for poultry raising and fruit and vegetable growing. The subdivision 
was only moderately successful. In the late 1950s residential subdivision was 
a more viable proposition, offering cheaper house allotments and more 
relaxed subdivision standards than in Brisbane City. Reticulated water was 
laid on in 1963, but the education authorities were slower in laying on 
sufficient primary school campuses. 
In the 2006 Census21, there were 18,452 persons usually resident in 
Woodridge: 49.3% were males and 50.7% were females. Of the total 
population in Woodridge 4.8% were Indigenous persons, compared with 2.3% 
Indigenous persons in Australia. 24.5% of the population in Woodridge were 
children aged between 0 -14 years, and 21.5% were persons aged 55 years 
and over. The median age of persons in Woodridge was 32 years, compared 
with 37 years for persons in Australia. 
Slacks Creek, Kingston, Woodridge and surrounding suburbs: 
                                                 
20 University of Queensland, Centre for the Government of Queensland 
http://queenslandplaces.com.au/woodgridge 
 
21 Australian Bureau of Statistics, Census 2006 data 
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au 
  
Station Road, Woodridge: 
 
 
 
Kingston East Neighbourhood Group 
 
Kingston East Neighbourhood Group Inc. (KENG) serves the communities of 
Kingston, Woodridge, Slacks Creek and surrounding areas for 25 years. The 
centre acts as a focal point for the whole community promoting personal well-
being through access to information, resources and learning opportunities 
that respond to the needs of the community 
The centre’s vision is: 
 “KENG will aspire to create a Centre of Excellence that recognises and 
promotes the dignity and potential of the individual through nurturing 
community inclusive practices based upon collaboration, consultation 
and communication.” 
The centre provides following programs: 
• Occasional child care 
• Community services: 
o Family Support Program 
o The HUB service (parenting, health and education) 
o HIPPY program (Home Interaction Program for Parents and 
Youngsters) 
o Emergency Relief Program 
o Community Support / Development: 
- Craft Group 
- Volunteering  
o Personal counselling  
o Financial counselling 
o OPAP (Older Person’s Action Program)  
o Designated Family Centre22 
• Housing services (the accommodation is not crisis or emergency 
accommodation. It is for families requiring temporary accommodation 
and support. There are six houses and four units available at a 
                                                 
22 KENG is a nominated Designated Family Centre under the ‘Communities for Children’ 
Loganlea Waterford West and Kingston initiative. As a designated family Centre KENG offers 
support in areas of health, early learning and development, building child friendly 
communities, and enhancing family and children's services. ‘Communities for Children’ is a 
national initiative of the Australian Government to achieve better outcomes for children aged 
0 - 12 years and their families. There are 45 ‘Communities for Children’ sites around 
Australia. In the Logan region, the suburbs of Kingston, Loganlea and Waterford West have 
been selected as ‘Communities for Children’ areas, and the Salvation Army is the Facilitating 
Partner responsible for leading this initiative in this region. 
 
reasonable rental charge. The average stay for houses is between 
three to six months. The average stay for units is four years. 
• Employment services: 
o Skilling for Work program 
o Career Pathways program 
 
• Courses and Workshops: 
o The computer club 
o Financial literacy 
o Before We Begin (bonding program for parents with young 
children) 
o Baby, Think It Over program (pregnancy awareness program for 
young people attending secondary school). 
 
The centre is an evolving, dynamic organisation, whose purpose is to nurture, 
develop, extend and respond to local needs and issues in a beneficial and 
enabling way23”. 
   
Computer training room    Child care program 
 
For the last financial year KENG’s total income was $1.17M with the grants 
income being around $0.7M. It has 12 full-time employees, 9 part-time 
employees and 29 volunteers engaged last year. 
                                                 
23 From KENG website (home page) 
http://www.keng.org.au/home   
 
Maleny  
Maleny is a Sunshine Coast hinterland rural town, situated on the Obi Obi 
Creek in the Blackall Ranges, 80 km north of central Brisbane and 25 km 
inland from Caloundra. In 1878 the first selector took up farmland, and a small 
settlement evolved. The Blackall Range School opened in 1886, and a post 
office was opened four years later, the same year as the name Maleny was 
adopted. Dairying grew in importance, and by 1904 Maleny's first butter 
factory had opened for the budding industry. A second factory opened in 
1912. 
Maleny has become noted for its dairying, together with orchard and nut 
plantations. It continued mostly as a rural township with a showground, a 
memorial hospital, five churches and State primary and secondary schools, 
until the 1980s when middle class retirees discovered the joys of one - and 
two - acre allotments on which to build ranch-style homes. Since then, Maleny 
has emerged as something of an 'arts and crafts' centre, benefiting from 
hinterland tourism, as it is an easy day-trip from both Brisbane and the 
Sunshine Coast. There are aged-care and retirement facilities near the high 
school. An inflow of new residents, many swapping city life for a rural lifestyle, 
has brought development pressures in recent years24. 
 
In the 2006 Census25 there were 1,294 persons usually resident in Maleny: 
45.2% were males and 54.8% were females. Of the total population in Maleny 
0.8% were Indigenous persons, compared with 2.3% Indigenous persons in 
                                                 
24 The University of Queensland, Centre for the Government of Queensland 
http://queenslandplaces.com.au/maleny 
 
25 Australian Bureau of Statistics, Census 2006 data 
http://www.censusdata.abs.gov.au 
Australia. 21.6% of the population in Maleny were children aged between 0 -
14 years, and 30.8% were persons aged 55 years and over. The median age 
of persons in Maleny was 42 years, compared with 37 years for persons in 
Australia. 
Maleny and surrounding areas from Google Map: 
Maleny centre: 
 
Maleny Neighbourhood Centre 
The Maleny Neighbourhood Centre26 was established in 1991. The main 
objectives of the centre are: 
• To deliver responses which address the needs of Maleny and the 
surrounding communities of the Sunshine Coast hinterland 
• To sustain a vibrant, dynamic and effective community organisation  
• To work collaboratively with other agencies to enhance liveability in the 
region. 
 
 
Maleny Neighbourhood Centre  
 
 
According to their website the centre “responds to the needs of local people 
and focuses on social justice, inclusion and diversity for all our residents. We 
welcome people of all ages and backgrounds and look towards forming 
                                                 
26 Maleny Neighbourhood Centre  
http://www.malenync.org.au/ 
genuine and significant partnerships with other organisations within our 
community”.  
 
 
        
 
 
Soap workshop at the centre                     “Starting Strong” Program 
 
The centre began almost 20 years ago when a group of concerned Maleny 
residents recognised the need to develop responses to the growing needs of 
families, young people and people with special needs. The organisation was 
incorporated in 1994 and became the first community association in Maleny 
that had a specific purpose to address poverty and social disadvantage in the 
area. When they started, the organisation rented a small space in the RSL 
Hall, which limited the types of activities that could be provided. This meant 
that the activities of the organisation focused on projects out in the community 
and not in the centre. Over the years the centre has moved to several 
locations, developed a range of programmes and is currently operating five 
days a week Monday to Friday at the new purpose built premises.  
 
Current programs, services and activities delivered by the centre include: 
• Community development (the Program is a resource which engages in 
projects and activities to increase community well being and build 
strong communities through sustainable development and to foster 
people's involvement through sound community development 
principles), 
 
• Family support (This program provides a range of universal early 
intervention programs to families with young children under the age of 
eight years), 
 
• Information and referral  
 
• Emergency food relief  
 
• Broadband for seniors 
 
• Floral art workshops 
 
• Quigong classes (Shibashi Tai Chi Quigong Method) 
 
• Singing group 
 
• Legal services 
 
• Sewing circle 
 
• SCOPE (Domestic and Family Violence Counselling) 
 
• Numerous different workshops  
 
         
For the 2010/11 financial year Maleny Neighbourhood Centre’s total income 
was just $61,480 including the grants of Local Government of $6,818. About 
one third of total income was from received rent. The centre has no full-time 
employees and has just one part-time employee and relies on 24 regular 
volunteers. 
